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October 13.2003 

C h h a n  Michael K Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 

Wonhington, D C 20554 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I m u*hng to voice my CppO&iOn to any FCC-mandatcd adopdon of "broadcast flag" technolog)' for dietal telcviion. AB a comume~ 

445 12th Street, N W  

and citizen, I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovation, consumer lights, and the ultimate adoption of O n '  

A robust, competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted in manufaciurers' ability to innovate for the+ cu8tomem .4uouin& 
movie stu6ios to veto feahircs of DTV-reception equipment UU enable the stddii36 to tell tccholo&ts what new products they can 
create Xa uU rcault L, products that don't n e c e m d y  reflect what c o ~ u m e i 8  likc mc nctudy wmtnt, and it could result in me being 
charged mare money for inferior functiandty 

If the FCC isruee a bmadcast flag mandate, I would actudy be less likely to m&e an investment h DTV.cnpable rcccivcrs and othm 
equipment. I ufl not pay more for de%<ces that b i t  my rights at the behest of HoUywood Please do not mandate bruadcast flog 
technolog)' for 

Sincerely, 

television ?hd! you for your time 

Jmca .Qmi 
10 ualcaurt Dr 
Pininview, NY 11803 
USA 
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October 13, 2003 

Chunnan Michael IC Pomell 
Federal Communicahons Commission 
445 12th Street, YV? 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Povell, 

I am Wnhng to voce my opposihon to any FCC-mandated adophon 05"broadcast flag' technology for & g t d  
televlsion. As a consumer and cihzen, I feel Etrongly that such a policyvould be bad for mnovahon, consumer 
nghtr, and the ulhmate adophon of Dn'. 

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted in manufacmreri' ability to innovate for 
thmr customers. Allovring mome stud~os to veto fearures of DTI-receptmn equipment vi11 enable the s t d o s  to 
tell technologsts what nev products they can create. ?his  a d  result In products that don't necessanly reflect 
s h t  conmmers like me actudlysunt, and it could result in me being charfed more money for mfenor 
funchondlty. 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I mould actually be lese likely to make an inveament in DT17-capable 
recmvers and other equipment. I w l l  not pay more for dences that limit my nghts a t  the behest of Hollywood. 
Pleare do not mandate broadcast flag technology far Agtal televmon. R a n k  you for your hme. 

Smcerely, 

Jon Adamoiricz 
II Teaneck Road 
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October 13, 2003 

Chuman hlichael K Povell 
Federal Communicahons Commission 
445 12th Street, YW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I am nmhng to voice my opposihon to my FCC-mandated adopaon of "broadcast flag" technology for digital 
televlnon. A3 a consumer and uhzm, I feel strongly that such a policyvould be bad for innouabon, consumer 
nghtr, and the ultimate adophon of Dn'. 

h robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted m manufacmrern' ability to innovate for 
t h e x  customers. Allosmg mone s t d o s  to veto feamres of Dm'-recepaon equipment uill enable the studios to 
tell technologsts what new products they can create. This nil1 result In products that don't necessanly reflect 
what consumers like me actualiyu,mt, and it could result Ln me being charged more money for infenor 
funchondly. 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandzte, I vould ac td ly  be less likely to make an inveghllent in DTT'kapable 
receivers and other equipment. I wll not pay more for devlces that limit my n&ts at the behest of Holiyvood. 
Please do not mandate broadcast flag technology for hpltal television. Thank you h r  your hme. 

Smcerel y, 

Thomas Beck 
2115 X'mnwood St Apt 206 
Lao T'egas, NT' 89108 
USA 



October 13, 2003 

Charman Michael IC Powell 
Federal Communicahons Commission 
445 12th Street: YYC' 
Washington, D,C. 20554 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I am nnhng to voice my opposihon to my FCC-mandated adophor. of "broadcast flag" technology for Qgtd 
televmon. As 1 consumer m d  crhzen, I feel strongly that such a policynmuld be bad for innovahon, consumer 
nghts, and the ulhmate adopeon of DTl', 

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted in manufacturers' ability to mnovate for 
the:r customers. Allowing m o m  studtor to veto features of DThecephon equipment wdl enable the seudtos to 
tell technologsts what new products they can create. ?his  ad1 result in products thnt don't necessanly retlect 
what consumers like me actuallynmt, 2nd it could result in me beng charged more money for infenor 
funchondily 

If the FCC issues a broadcaot flag mandzte, I would actually be less likely to make an inveshnent in Dn'-capable 
recewezs and other equipment. I wl1 not pay more for demces that limit my nghts at the behest of Hollyvood. 
Pleare do not mandate broadcast flag technology for dq.tal television. Thank you for your hme. 

Smcerel y, 

Bmce K k t e  
550 Lyon Street 
San Franctsco, CA 94117 
U 3 i  
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October 13,2003 

ChaUman Michael K Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Sweet, h'W 
WaahLigton, D C 20554 

Dcar Michael Powell, 

I am uriting to voice my oppasitim to any FCC-mantlated adoption of '"broadcast !lag" technolog)' fnr &&I telcviaion. A s  a cnmumer 
and citizen, I feel mungly that such a policy wuuld be bad for innovation, confiumcr righta, end the uldmntc adoption of DTV 

A robust, competitive market for consumer clecttor~ics must be routed in menufacmers' abXv to  mr.ovatc for their customcn .Uowing 
m u \ k  rtudios to veto frames of DTV-reception equipment UU cnablc the b tUdi06  to tell technalqifita what new producta they can 
create Tnia uiU result in products the1 don't necessuily reflect what C O ~ ~ ~ C I B  like me achdly want, end it could reault in me being 
charged more money for infetior h c t i o n d i v  

If the FCC issuer n broadcast flag mandate, I would actudy be lcsr likely to m&c en Liveatmen1 in DW-capable rrccircrs and other 
equipment. 1 UU not pny murc for debices that limit my @te at the bchcat of HoUyv,wod. Please do not mmdatc broadcast flag 
tochulogy fur & & I  television Thmk you fur yuur h e  

Suiccrcly, 

Cnnstopher Hanson 
6979 C o h p o o d  Ln Apt 7 
Woadbury, MN 55 125 
USA 
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October 13, 2003 

Churmm Michael IC Powell 
Federd Commumcahons Commission 
445 12th Street, V X  
Warhqton ,  D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Powll, 

I am vnhng to voice my opposihon to any FCC-mandated adophon of "broadcast flag" technolog for digit4 
television. As a consumer and cshren, I feel gtrongly that such a policyn~ou!d be bad for tnnovahon, consumer 
nghts, and h e  ulamate adopbon of DTV. 

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted ui manufacturers' abdrty to innovate for 
then customers. Alloaing movie studios to veto features of D??'-recephon equipmetita?ll enable h e  stud103 to 
tell technologsts what new products they can create. This  ndl result in products that don't necessnnly reflect 
what consumers like me actulllymant, and It could regult in me being charged more money for infenor 
funcbonditj. 

I f  the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actudly be lees likely to make an investment In DTV-capable 
receivers and other equipment. I m i l l  not pay more for demces that limit my nghts at the behest oiHollyvood. 
Please do not mandate broadcast flag technology for &@tal television. Thmk you for your hme. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Gnsarold 
SS0 NE Provldence CT 

Pullman, 'PA 99163 
U5A 

APT Ian1 
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October  13. 2 0 0 3  

Chairman Michael K Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
1 4 5  1 2 t h  St.reet.. HW 
Vashington  D C 2 0 5 5 4  

Dear Michael Powell 

I am v r i t i n g  to  v o i c e  my o p p o s i t i o n  to any  FCC-mandat.ed a d o p t i o n  of "kmadcast 
f l a g "  t.echnoloT9 f o r  diqital t e l e v i s i o n  A s  a. consuner and  c i t . i z e n .  I feel  
s t r o n g l y  t h a t  s u c h  a policy vould be  bad for inno:ia.tion. consumer r i g h t s .  and t h e  
a l t r m a t e  a d o p t i o n  of DTV 

h r o b u s t .  c o m p e t i t i v e  marliet f o r  consumer e l e c t r o n i c s  must. be  r o o t e d  i n  
m a n u f a c t u r e r s '  a b i l i t y  to  innovat,e for  t h e i r  cus tomers  Al lov ing  movie s t u d i o s  to  
veto  fertares of D T V r e c e p t i o n  equipment. w i l l  e n a b l e  t,he st.ndios t.o tell 
t.echno1ogist.s what n e s  p r o d u c t s  t h e y  c a n  create T h i s  vi11 r e s u l t  i n  prodl1ct.s 
t h a t  d o n ' t  n e c e s s a , r i l y  r e f l e c t  what consumers  1 i k . e  n e  a.ctiiaily want. and ~t could 
re su l t .  i n  m e  b e i n g  cha rged  more money for i n f e r i o r  funct.iona.lit.7 

I f  t,he FCC issues a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandate.  I vould actiially be  less 1 i k . e l y  tm 
make an  invest,ment i n  DTV-capa.ble r e c e i v e r s  and o t h e r  equipment. I vi11 n o t  pay 
more f o r  devices t h a t  l i m i t  m y  r i g h t s  a t  t h e  behest. o f  Holl.rwood Ple.ise do not. 
m2ndat.e b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  t.echnology fo r  d ig i t . a l  t.ele:risinn Thank. y o u  f o r  your  time 

S i n c e r e l y  

Edward P i o u  
5 Norr,sy S t r ee t .  
Apartment, 2 0 8  
.=an F r a n c i s c o .  CA 9.1112 
D 5 A  
r 
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October 13, 2003 

Chvrman Michael IC Powell 
Federd Communicahons Commission 
445 12th Street, NIX 
Washington, D.C. 20354 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I am Irnhng to voice my oppasihon to any FCC-mandated adophor. of "broadcast flag" technology for &gul 
televlslon. As a consumer and Cihzen, I feel strongly that such a pohcyvould be bad for ~nnovahon, consumer 
n&s, and the ulhmate adopbon of Dn' .  

h robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted In manufacturers' ability to innovate for 
their customers. Allowng mone stuhos  to veto features of Dn'-recephon equipment an11 enable the s t u d m s  to 
tell technologrts what nm, products they can create. This nnll result in products that don't necessanly reflect 
vha t  consumers like me actudlyurant, and it could result in :ne being charged more money for infenor 
funchondity 

If  the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less lihly to make an invenknent In Dn'-capable 
receivers and other equipment. I \ x d l  not pay more for der;lces that hmht my nghts at the behest of Hollyvnvood. 
Please do not mandate broadcast flag technology for dg ta l  telemrion. Thank you for your hme. 

Sincerely, 

l a rk  blasterson 
4344 NE 63rd Ave 
Portland, OR 97218 
LEA 
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October 13,2003 

Chairman Michael K Powell 
FedeMi Communication8 Commiasion 
448 12th Street, NW 
weshingtan, D c 208~4 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I m u n h g  tb voice my 0ppoSition to any FCC.mandated adoption of"boadcast  tlag" tcc.hnnloe). for & v t d  televXon. A s  a c o n m @ r  
and c i h n ,  I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovatien, cnnsumcr righthts, and the UltLnate adoption of Di?' 

A robust, competitive market for consumer electronics munt be rooted in manufacturers' a b 3 5  to m o v a t e  for their customen .Uowing 
movie studios to veto f eawes  of DTC:Er.eptibn equipment u 4  enable the studios to tell teuhnolo@s ahnt  new QrOdUCtU they cnn 
create %e nfl result in products that d m t  necessarily reflect what con~vmcrs Ue me actually want, and it could renull in me being 
charged more money for inferior functionalit). 

If the FCC isrues B b r o a d c b  tlsg mandate, 1 would actually be lesr Wrely to m&e an kvcubncnt in Dn'-capnble receivm and other 
cqdpment. I u4l not pay more for dovices that limit my fight6 at the behcrt of Hollywood Plcaac do not mandstc broadcnst flag 
techdoe). for Ck&l tekVhi0n T h d  SOU for Y O U  h C  

Smcerely, 

Thomas Hilbert 
3305 Summit .4w 
Downingtoun, PA 19335 
USA 
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October 13,2003 

ChaUman Michael K Powell 
Federal Communications Commissiun 
44s 12th street, K W  
Washington, D C 20554 

Dear h4ichacl Pawen> 

I mi uriting to voice my opposition tu my FCC-mandated adoption of"'bcoadc0st flag" tcchnoloe). for &@el tclevisiun. A u  B cunumef 
and citizen, I fccl strongJy that such a policy wuuld bc bad for innovaticn, consmer light@, and the ultimate adoption of D i 7 '  

.4 robust, competitive market fur conaumer electronics must be rooted in manufactwera' ab%$ to m o w t e  for their cuBtomer8 Allowing 
movie studios tu veto f e a b e s  of DTV-reception cquipment will enable the atu&oa t6 tell technolo@ whnt new producta they can 
create l h i a  will result in products that don't n e c c s s d y  reflect what coxmnc~a  like n e  actunly wmt, and it could resuit in me bein5 
charged murc money far infenor functionaiiy 

If the FCC irrsues B braadcast flag mandate, I wuuld actually be less ljlrcly to m&e an invcatment b Dn'-capnblc reccivm and other 
equipment. I u 4  not pay more fur devices that limit my rights 0t thc behest of Holl~'u'ood. Please do nut rnandste broadcast flag 
techoloe)' for Wtd televinion TnIhank you for your time 

Sincerely, 

TCny O'UyMt 
1015 OtibStreet 
suite: i Z I  
Bellin&n, WA 98225 
USA 
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October 13. 2003 

Chalrman Mlchael K Powell 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th street, NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Powell, 

I am wrltlng to volce my opposltlon to any FCC-mandated adoptlon 01 "broadcast flag'' technotogy lor dlgltal televlslon As a 
consumer and cltlzen, I feel strongly that such a pollcy would be baa for lnnovatlon, consumer rlghts, and the ultimate 
adoptlon 01 D N  

A robust, competltlve market for consumer electronlcs must be rooted In manulacturers' ablllty to Innovate for thelr 
customers Allowlng movle studlos to veto leatures of DTV-receptlan eaulpmen: wl11 enable the studlos to tell techno1og19ts 
what new products they can create Thls wlll result In products that don't necessarliy rellect what consumers like me 
actually want, and It could result In me belng charged more money for lnlfrlor lunctlonallty 

I1 the FCC Issues a broadcastllag mandab, 1 would actually be less Ilkely to make an Investment In DN-capable receivers 
and other equlpment. I wlll not pay more for devlcesthat Ilmlt my rlghts at the behest of Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcastllag technology for dlgltal televlslon Thank you for your time 

Slncerely, 

Thomas Balllngall 
4045 Baltlmore Ave 
D5 
Phlladelphla, PA 19104 
USA 
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October 13, 2003 

Chamnan Michael IC Powell 
Federal Comrnunicahons Commission 
445 12th Street, Ti7 
Washington. D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Donell, 

I am wnhng to voice my opposimn to any FCC-mandated adopaon of "broadcast flag" technolog for digital 
telensmn. As a consumer and clhzen, I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad f o r  Innovahon, consumer 
nghts, and the dhmate adophon of Dn' .  

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted in manufacturers' ability to innovate for 
their customers. Alloamg movie smdos to veto feamres of D?T'-recepaon equipment wll  enable the rtuhos to 
tell technologists what new products they can create. T m s  a d  result In products that don't necessanly reflect 
what consumers like me actually want, and it could result in n e  beng charged more money for infenor 
funchonahy 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I vouid actually be less likely to make an inveshnent in DTV-capable 
receivers and other equipment. I w l l  not pay more for dences that limit my nghts at the behest of Hollywood. 
Please do not mandate broadcart flag technology for detal telemsmn. Thank you for your hme. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Shmbaugh 
30?3 Sundmm Ct NE 
Salem, OR 97305 
USA 
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October 1>,2003 

Chairman h4ichacl K Powell 
Federei Communications Cammissinn 

Warrhington, D C 20554 

Dear Michael Powoll, 

I m unthg to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast flag" tcchnolop far dibtal telcviaion Am a consumer 
and citizen, I feel @mxgly that such a p o k y  would be bad for innovation, ccnsumcr rights, aod thc ultimate adoption of DTV 

A robust. competitive market far consumer elect-oics must be rooted in manufac!urcra' ability to innovate for thch cubtomen Allou.Lig 
mo\k  ~tud i~ i  to veto fennves of DW-rcceptinn eqnipment will enable thc studin6 to tell techna1ogiat.l what now products they can 
create i% R ~ I  result in products that don't necessarily reflect whnt con8umcr8 Ue me actually wan:, and it could result in me being 
chareed more money for infedor functionalit). 

If &he FCC iseuee a brmdcast flag mandate, I would actually be lers Ucly tu m&c an mvestmcxt in DTV-capable rcceivcrs and other 
equipment. I ufl not pay more for devices that limit my rights s t  the behest of Hollywood Please do not mandate broadoaat flag 
technologv for digital television. T h d  you for your time 

Smccrcly, 

Denus Rod 
105 Wilkins Olen Road 
Medfield, M A  02052 
USA 

445 12th Stxet,  Nu.' 
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Octobcr 13,2003 

C h h a n  Michael K Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
443 12th Street, N\V 
Washington, D C 20534 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I m u*+ing to voice my opposition to any FCCmandatcd ndoption of "broodas: thg" tcchnolo&s for &&I tclcvision AB a c o m e r  
and citizen, 1 feel strongly that such a policy would be bod for hova t ion ,  consmcr  rip& and thc ultimate adoption of DW 

.A robust, competitive market for consumer electrodca mubt be rooted in manufactllrcrr' ability to innovate for thCir customem .UoWing 
movie stud& to veto feature@ of OW-reception equipment mill cnablc the s t u d h a  to tell tec.hmlio!&ats what new products they can 
create Tnia w 4 i  result in pmducte that don? nccemriIy reflect what ~ o n m m ~ r e  like me actudy want, and it could result in me bcine 
charged more money for inferior hctionelity 

If thc FCC issue* B broadcast flsg man&te, 1 would actually be lese likely to m&c M hvestmcnt in DW-capable receivm and other 
equipment. I u4I not pay mom for dcrices that h i t  my rights 0t the behest of Hollp"u'od. Please do not mandate broadcast flag 
technology for Qitd television 

Smcerel)', 

you for your b e  

Dan Bidwa 
5620 PhrlLps .Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA IS217 
USA 
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Oct.ober 1 3 .  2 0 0 3  

Chairman Michael K Powell  
F e d e r a l  Communications Commission 
1 4 5  1 2 t h  Street .  N1J 
blashington D C 2 0 5 5 4  

Dear Michael Powell  

I am writing t o  v o i c e  my o p p o s i t i o n  to any FCC-mandated a d o p t i o n  of "broadcast .  
f l a g "  t e c h n o l o y j  for d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  A s  a consumer and c i t i z e n .  I feel 
s t r o n g l y  that, s u c h  a policy would be bad for i n n o v a t i o n .  cons imer  r i g h t s .  and  t h e  
u l t i m a t e  a d o p r i o n  of DTV 

A robust.. compet.it.ive market for consumer e l e c t . r a n i c s  must. be  r o o t e d  i n  
m a n u f a c t u r e r s '  a b i l i t y  t o  inno1rat.e for t h e i r  ciistomers k l lmving  mnvie s t u d i o s  to  
v e t o  f e a t u r e s  of DTV-recept,ion equipment, vi11 e n s b l e  t.he s t .udios  $0 tell 
t.echno1ogist.s what new products t h e y  c a n  create T h i s  T w i l l  result i n  s raduct . s  
t h a t  d o n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  reflect what consumers  like me actually v a n t .  and i t  could 
result  i n  me b e i n g  c h a r g e d  more money f o r  i n f e r i o r  f ) inct iona. l i t . ;?  

I f  t h e  Fi.0 issues a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandat,e. I vould act.imll:r be  less l ik.ely t o  
make a n  inves tment  i n  DTV-capable r e c e i v e r s  and o t h e r  equipment. I v i 1 1  n o t  pay 
more for  d e v i c e s  tha.t l i m i t  my r i g h t s  a t  t h e  behe;t of Hollywood Ple.sse do n o t  
mandate broadcast .  f l a g  technolo '3y for d i g i t , a l  t .ele:risinn Thank. y o u  for y o u r  t i m e  

S i n c e r e l y  

Eric  hoe:^ 
140 \Jestridge Pkwy 
'ieron,3. VI 53593  
1JSh 



October  1 3 .  2 0 0 3  

Chairman Michael K Povell 
F e d e r a l  Sommunicat ions Commission 
445 1 2 t h  Street. NW 
Washington D C 20554 

Dear Michael P o v e l l  

I am w r i t i n g  to -mice my o p p o s i t i o n  t~ a n y  FCC-mandated a d o p t i o n  of " b r o a d c a s t  
f l a g "  t echno logy  for  d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  lis a. consumer a.nd c i t i z e n .  I feel 
s t r o n g l y  that, s u c h  a p o l i c y  vould be  bad fo r  i n n o v a t i o n .  consumer r i g h t s .  a.nd t h e  
u l t i m a t e  a d o p t i o n  of DTV 

A r o b u s t .  c n m p e t i t i v e  market fo r  consumer e l e c t r o n i c s  must b e  r o o t e d  In 
m a n u f a c t u r e r s '  a b l l l t y  t o  i n n o v a t e  for t h e i r  ciist.omers k l i o v i n g  movie studios to  
vet.o f e a t u r e s  of DTV-reception equipment .vi11 e n a b l e  t,he s t u d i o s  t o  t e l l  
t e c h n o l o g i s t s  wha.t new products t h e y  m n  cre,3te T h i s  !$,ill result i n  p r o d u c t s  
t h a t  d o n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  reflect what consumers  like me x t u a l l y  .!ant. and i t  c o u l d  
result in me b e i n g  cha rged  more money f o r  i n f e r i o r  funct.iona.lit.;r 

I f  t,he FCC issues a broadcast ,  f l a g  mandate .  I ~ ~ m n l d  a s t . u a l l y  b e  less I i L e l y  to 
malie a n  investment. i n  DTV-capable receive~s and o t h e r  equipment I a l l 1  not. pay 
more for devices that, l i m i t  my r i g h t s  a.t. t h e  behest, of Holly,von~-l Plea.se do not. 
mandat.e b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  t echno logy  for d l g i t o l  t e l e v i s i o n  Tha.nk. yon fo r  your  t i m e  

S i n c e r e l y  

Leslie Hawthorn 
1574 Magnolia Ase 

TJSA 
M i l l b r a e .  SA 94030 
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October 13, 2003 

Chalrman Mlchael K Powell 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washington, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Powell 

I am wrltlng to voice my oppasltlon to any FCC-mandated adoptlon of"broadcast Tlag" technology for dlgltal televlslon As a 
consumei and cltlzen, I feel strongly that such a pollcy would be bad for lnnovatlon consumer rlghts and the Ultlmatf 
adoptlon 01 D N  

A robust competltlw market for consumer electronlcs must be rooted 111 ma~ufacturers' ablllty to Innovate for thelr 
customers Allowlng mo,ile studlos to veto features of DN-reception equlpnent wlll enable the studlo9 to tell technologlsts 
what new products they can create Thl9 will result In products that don't necessarlly reflect what consumers like me 
actually want and It could result In me belng charged more money for Inferior runctlonallty 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate I would actually be less Ilkely to make an Investment In DTV-capable recelvers 
and other eqdlpment I wlll not pay more lor devlces that Ilmlt my rlghts at the behest of Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcast flag tecbnology for dlgltal televlslon Thank you for your tlrre 

Slncerely 

Sean Evans 
6316 Buffle Ct 
Burke, VA 22015 
USA 
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October 13,2003 

C h h a n  Michael K Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, KIV 
Wnihingtan, D C 20554 

Dear Michael Powen, 

I nm untjng to voice my opposition to en)' FCC-mandated dopt ion of"'broadcast flag" technolou for &&I tele-&ion A s  a consumer 
and d h c n ,  I feel nt~ongly that such a policy would be bad for innovation, consumcr rights, and the ulthate adoption of On' 

A robust, competitive mu!& for consumer electmnics must be rooted h manufacturers' ability to innovate for their cuntomm ..U~Wing 
movh s t u L h s  to veto feahues of DTV-reception equ$ment will enable the StUdiiO6 to tell technoloeats what ne% products they can 
create This will result in products that don? n e c e s s d y  reflect what con8upnm like me actudy wmi, and it could result in me being 
charged more money for inferior functiondty 

Ifthe FCC iesueP a broadcast flag mandate, I would actudy be l m  likely to m&e on hvcatmcnt in DW-cnpablr receivers and other 
equipment. I uill not pay mom for devices that h i t  my &hts et the bchcat of Hollywood Pleasc do not mandate broadcast fleg 
technology for 

Sncerely, 

John Siebenthder 
1410 \V North Loop Blvd Apt 106 
Austin, TX 78136 
us.* 

television. T h d  you for your time 
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October 13, 2003 

Chalrman Mlchael K Powell 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 i2th Street, NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I am wrltlng to VolCe my opposltlon to any FCCmandated adoptlon of "broadcast flag" technology lor dlgltal televlslon As a 
consumer and c l t lzm I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad lor Innomtlon. consumer rights, and the ultimate 
adoptlon of DTV 

A robust, competltlve market for consumer electronlcs must be rooted In manufacturers' ablllty to Innovate for thelr 
customers Allowlng movle studlos to veto features of DN-receptlon equlpment wlll enable the studlos to tell technologlots 
what new products they can create Thls W I D  result In products that don t necessarlly .ellect what consumers Ilke me 
actually want and It could result In mc belng charged more moncy for Inferlor lunctlonallty 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate I would actually be less llkely to make an Investment In DN-capable recelvers 
and other equlpment I wlll not pay more for devlces that llmlt my rlghts at the behest of Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcast flag technology lor dlgltal televlslon Thank you for your tlme 

Sincerely 

Alfred Frlscn 
2190 vassar drlve 
Boulder CO 80305 
USA 
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October 13, 2003 

Chairman Michael K Powell 
Federal Communlcatlon9 Comml9slon 
445 12th Streot. NW 
Washlngton D C  20554 

Dear Mlchael Powell, 

I am wrltlng to volce my opposklon to any FCC-mandated adoption 01"broadcast llag" technoiogy lor dlgltal televlslon A9 a 
consumer and citizen, I reel strongly that such a policy would be bad lor lnnovatlon, consurncr rlghts and the ultimate 
adoption 01 DW 

A robust competltlve market lor consumer electronlcs must be rooted In manufacturers' ablllty to Innovate for thelr 
customers Allowlng movle studios to veto leatures of DTV-reception equlpment wlll enable the studlos to tell technologists 
what new products they can create This will result In products that don': necessarlly rellect what consumers like me 
actually want and It could result In me belng charged more moncy'or Inlorlor lunctlonallty 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast llag mandate I would actually be less llkely to make an Investment In DW-capable reCelVer9 
and other equlpment I wIII not pay more lor devlces that llmlt my rlghts at the behest of Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcast llag technology lor dlgltal televlslon Thank you for your tlme 

sincerely 

Drew mabry 
1801 S Llncoln blvd e 3 4  
Venlce, CA90291 
USA 
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October 1 3 .  2 0 0 3  

(Chairman Michael I( Powel l  
F e d e r a l  Communications Commission 
445 1 2 t h  Street. HV 
Uashington  D C 2 0 5 5 4  

Dear Michael P o a e l l  

I am w r i t i n g  t o  voice my o p p o s i t i o n  t o  any  FCC-msnda.te4 a d o p t i o n  of " b r o a d c a s t  
f l a i "  t.echnolocrv for d i i i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  As a c o n s m e r  Find c i t . i z e n .  I feel _. - 
s t r o n g l y  t h a t  s u c h  a p o l i c y  7aould be  ba.d for innooa.ttion. consumer r i g h t s .  and t h e  
u l t i m a t e  a d o p t i o n  of DTV 

A r o b u s t .  c ~ ~ m p e t . i t i v e  market for consumer e l e c t r o n i c s  most b e  r o o t e d  i n  
m a n u f a c t v r e r s '  a b i l i t y  to  i n n o v a t e  for t ,heir  r_ust,omers h l l o v i n g  movie s t u d i o s  t o  
veto features of DTV-reception equipment w i l l  e n a b l e  t h e  st.ndio-: t o  t e l l  
t e c h n o l o g i s t s  wha.t n e s  p r o d u c t s  t h e y  c a n  create T h i s  s i l l  r e s u l t  i n  p m d a c t s  
t h a t  d o n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  reflect  what. consumers l i k e  m e  a.ct.unlly v a n t .  and it c o u l d  
result. i n  me b e i n g  c h a r g e d  more money for i n f e r i o r  funct.iona.lit:r 

I f  t h e  FCC i s s u e s  a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandate .  I would ac t .oa l ly  b e  less I ik .e ly  to 
make a n  inoest.ment. i n  DTV-capable r e c e i v e r s  and o t h e r  equipment I a i l1  not. pay 
more f o r  d e v i c e s  t h a t  l i m i t  my r i g h t s  at t h e  bet.est. of Hollyvood Please do not. 
mandate b r o a d c a s t  flag t echno logy  f o r  d i g i t a l  t.ele:iision Thank. ycu for your t i m e  

a i n c e r e l y  

Gregory Ualson 
6 2  Albion  Street. 
S o m e r v i l l e .  MA 0 2 1 4 3  
IJSA 

c 
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October 1 3 .  2003 

Chairman Michael K Po.rell  
F e d e r a l  Communicat.ions Commission 
4.15 1 2 t h  S t r e e t , .  MQ 
Washington. D C 2 0 5 5 4  

Dear Michael Powe l l .  

I am w r i t i n g  to voice my o p p o s i t i o n  t.o any  FCC-mandat,ed a d o p t i o n  o f  "broadcast ,  
f l a g "  technology for d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  h s  a consumer a.nd c i t i z e n .  I feel 
s t r o n g l y  that. s u c h  a p o l i c y  vould be bad f o r  i n n o v a t i o n .  consumer r i g h t s .  and  t h e  
u l t i m a t e  a d o p t i o n  of DTV 

A r o b u s t .  c o m p e r i t i v e  market f o r  consumer e l e c t r o n i c s  mast. be r o o t e d  i n  
m a n u f a c t u r e r s '  ability to i n n o v a t e  for t h e i r  customer- Allowing movie s t u d i o s  to  
rieto f e a t u r e s  of DTV-reception equipment. vi11 e n , i b l e  t,he s t .udios  t o  t e l l  
t .echno1ogist.s aha.% new p r o d u c t s  t h e y  c a n  create T h i s  vi11 r e s u l t  i n  p r o d u c t s  
t h a t  don ' t .  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e f l e c t  vhat, consumers l i k e  me ac t .ua l ly  vant.. and  i t  could 
r e s u l t .  i n  me b e i n g  cha rged  more money for i n f e r i o r  f u n e t i o n a . l i t y  

I f  t h e  FCC issues a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandate.  I would a.ct.ually b e  less l ik.ely t o  
make an  Investment i n  DT'J-capable r e c e i v e r s  and other equipment. I w i l l  no t  pay 
more fo r  d e v i s e s  t h a t  l i m i t  my r i g h t s  a t  t h e  b e h e s t  of Holl!rsood Ple,ase do not. 
mandate broadcast ,  f l a g  t echno logy  fo r  d i g i t a l  t.ele::ision Thank. you for  your  t i m e  

s i n c e r e l y  c 



October 13, 2003 

Churmm Michael IC Powell 
Federal Communicahons Commission 
445 12th Street: ?J'S 
Washmgton, D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I am nrnhng tc voice my opposihon to m y  FCC-mandated adophor. of "broadcast Bag' technology for dlgtd 
televlston. As a consumer and Cihzen, I feel otrongly that such a policyvould be bad for mnovahon, consumer 
nghts, and the uhmate adophon of DTV 

A robust, compehhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted tn manufacturers' ability to tnnovate for 
their customers. Allowng movie studor to veto feahxes of ~ ~ ' - r e c e p h o n  equipment ail1 enable the studlos to 
tell technoloBsts what new products they can create. This a i l 1  result in products that don't necessarily reflect 
what consumers like me actuallyvant, and it could result ir. me beng charged mote money for d e n o r  
funchondity. 

If the FCC issaes a broadcast nag mandate, I vould actually be less ltkely to make an investment in DTV-capable 
:ecervers and other equipment. I uill not pay more for demces that limit my nghts a t  the behest of Hollyvood. 
Please do not mandate broadcast flag technology icr cLgtal te lension Thank you for your bme. 

Sincerely, 

G a q  Piehla 
31174 Cleo Lane 
Rulchita, C.4 92066 
USA 
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October 13, 2003 

Chhm Michael K Powcll 
Federal Communication8 Commission 
445 12th street, X W  
\Voihin@an, D C 20554 

Dear Michael Powell, 

I am un&g to voice my OQQOatiOn to any FCC-mandated wloption o?"broadcust flug" technolau for diiejtd tclcviaion. A n  a consumer 
and citizcn, I fccl strong& that such a policy would bc bad for h o w t i o n ,  consumer rights, ond thc ultixate adoption of D n '  

A robust, competitive market for consmcr  e1ccb.onir.s must be rooted in mmufacturers' a b U y  to m o v a t c  for thcir cuatomen .4UoWing 
mob+ etudiios to Veto fcahurs of DTV-rc~Cpti~n equipment will cnablc the shl'liba to tell technolo@ what n e 1  products they can 
create This m 4 l  rcsult in products that don't necessarily reflect what C O ~ R ~ C I . B  like me actudy wmt,  and it could result in me beine 
charged more moncg for inferior hct ionol i ty  

If  the FCC issucs a broadcwt flag mondnte, I would actuolly bc lers likely to m&e m hvmtmcnt in D n ' a p a b l c  receivers and othcr 
equipment. I NU not pay more for devices that h i t  my rights st the bchcst of Hollp 'ood Plcnae do not mandate brLiadcwt fleg 
technology for &@tal tclevieion Thnnk you for y n u  t ime 

Sinccrcly, 

Dwapc  KimLng 
4 0 9  Olobc .Ave 
Fmi\Vorth,TX 16131 
USA 


